Abstract. This paper analyzes governance and ownership structure and their impacts on dividend policy in emerging markets during financial crises. Our results provide strong evidence of the significant role of corporate ownership structure and board characteristics in explaining the behavior of dividend policy mainly during crisis periods. We show that firms with a higher proportion of institutional shareholders pursue higher dividend payout ratios. This study is of particular interest for business managers in their choice of strategies to be adopted in respect for dividend policy during crisis periods. JEL classification: G35; G34.
Introduction
Dividend policies in emerging countries remain underexplored. Glen, Miller and Shah (1995) and Mitton (2004) , among others, find significant differences in dividend policies between firms operating in developed and developing countries. Adjaoud and Ben-Amar (2010) argue that emerging markets differ from developed markets in many aspects. Particularly, they suggest that emerging markets have specific corporate governance and ownership structure characteristics.
They show that these two characteristics affect firms with dividend policies in developing countries. Mitton (2004) suggests that emerging markets provide low legal protection for investors and weak governance mechanisms compared to firms operating in developed countries. There are several fundamental differences between the ownership structures of companies in emerging and developed countries. In emerging economies, ownership structure is highly concentrated among institutional investors that hold the management of their firms, even when they become listed, while institutionals play an important role in decision making, regardless of their official status.
The boards of these companies operate as an advisory committee rather than focusing on control.
Due to these special ownership structures, expropriation of minority shareholders therefore appears more problematic in developing countries. The high ownership concentration and the particular corporate governance issue make emerging countries an interesting setting to investigate the dividend policy puzzle.
Another relevant issue related to dividend policy addressed by the literature is whether firms change their corporate dividend policy during financial crisis (Kowalewski, 2013) . Hauser (2013) uses a life-cycle model to predict the probability that a firm pays dividends during the [2007] [2008] [2009] period. He shows evidence that dividend payouts decline in crisis periods, even after taking the firm's financial condition into account. Bistrova et al. (2013) study the dividend policy of European companies during the financial crisis. Their results show that payout ratios declined slightly during the 2008-2009 financial crisis. The dividend payouts during the recession did not drop below the 50% threshold, while in peak years, the share of dividend paying was approximately 57%. Based on the agency theory, Abreu et al. (2013) suggest that the agency cost hypothesis explains dividend payouts before and during the financial crisis. However, the signaling hypothesis explains dividend payouts only during the financial crisis. The imbalance situations that arise from financial crises create power differentials between managers and shareholders. Managers seek to take advantage of these conditions by neutralizing the governance mechanisms and strengthening their discretion. The need for effective corporate governance mechanisms becomes more pronounced during troubled periods. Without effective protection of minority shareholders, high future earnings can increase outsiders' expropriation and, in turn, affect the firm's dividend payout.
The objective of this paper is to test the effect of corporate governance and ownership structure on the dividend payout policy in emerging markets. Furthermore, we test whether dividend policy shifts during the financial crisis period. Particularly, we focus on the impact of governance mechanisms on dividend policies in the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) and East Asian Countries. The GCC business environment has some attractive features that differ from that of East Asian countries. This makes the study, in terms of dividend policies in the GCC and East Asia countries, very relevant. First, the GCC countries have the particularity of dividends that are taxed very low (5% in Saudi Arabia and 15% in Kuwait) or are even non-taxable (Bahrain, UAE and Oman). This leads investors in these countries to prefer high-yield payouts. Second, stock markets in these countries are more volatile and entail a high degree of information asymmetry.
Al- suggests that agency costs are very high in these countries and that governance mechanisms are more developed than in other emerging countries.
This paper presents three main contributions to the existing reviews on dividend policy in emerging markets. First, our study provides updated research on the impact of corporate ownership structure and board governance on dividend policy in emerging countries. We use a sample of 362 non-financial firms spanning from 2003 to 2011. Our hypotheses are developed around variables that refer to agency cost and signal theories that have not previously been used in emerging countries. These considerations could provide additional insight into the dividend policy debate. Second, empirical studies focusing on the impact of CEO duality on the dividend policy were conducted on the developed countries and show inconclusive results. This makes the study of CEO duality in emerging markets appealing. Our research employs a specific approach to investigate the impact of CEO Duality on dividend policy in emerging countries. In a marked departure from other studies conducted in this regard, we investigate the differences between determinants of dividend policy on firms both with and without CEO Duality. Third, this research contributes to the understanding of dividend policy by testing whether the impact of corporate governance on dividend policy changes during crisis periods in emerging countries. While theoretical advancements in the field of governance practice undoubtedly allowed resolving several puzzles in corporate finance, there is no consensus on how dividend payouts are expected to change during the financial crisis. To the best of our knowledge, this work is the first to directly address this issue from this perspective. For this purpose, we interact the board governance variables with a dummy variable that captures the crisis effects. We assess that dividend payouts are of particular interest in unraveling the effect of external and internal corporate governance during crisis periods. This study is of particular interest to managers and shareholders when adjusting their dividend payout strategies during financial crises.
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents empirical literature related to dividend policy in emerging markets. Section 3 develops our hypothesis. Section 4 describes the data and reports summary statistics. The next section presents model specifications and variable definitions. Section 6 discusses the empirical results. The last section concludes the paper.
Firm dividend policy in emerging countries during financial crises
The empirical literature shows evidence that emerging markets differ from developed markets in many aspects. Recently, several researchers have focused particularly on the differences between dividend policies in both markets. Based on a sample of 19 emerging countries, Mitton (2004) claims that dividend policies exhibit specific characteristics that rely on the ownership structure and governance mechanisms that distinguish the emerging countries. He suggests that the level of economic development affects the degree of investor protection in the country. Most of his findings validate the agency theory arguments for the case of the emerging market. The agency theory states that outside stockholders have a preference for higher payouts to the detriment of reinvested earnings to limit the waste of internal funds by insiders. Developing countries provide lower investor protection, and the preference for dividends may be more relevant because outside shareholders perceive a higher risk of expropriation by insiders. Mitton's findings show a negative relationship between corporate governance and dividend payouts in countries with weak investor protection. Furthermore, he finds a strong negative relationship between dividend payouts and growth opportunities for well-governed firms. Amidu and Abor (2006) provide an insightful discussion on the determinants of dividend payout ratios in the emerging countries. They test the signal hypothesis, which establishes that, in emerging countries, managers have more information about the firm's future cash flows than outsiders. Managers have interest in signaling this information to the market (Gugler et al., 2003) . Their results show significant positive relationships between the dividend payout ratio, profitability, cash flow, and tax. Therefore, risk and market-to-book value are shown to be negatively linked to dividend payouts. Omneya et al. (2010) use cross-sectional data on the top 50 listed Egyptian firms between 2003 and 2005 to examine the effect of board of directors' composition and ownership structure on dividend policies in Egypt. They find a significant positive relationship between institutional ownership and firm performance and between dividend policy and the payout ratio. Their results confirm that firms with higher financial profitability and higher institutional ownership paid higher dividends. However, they find that board composition has no significant effect on dividend decisions. Using a sample of GCC firms, shows that dividend policy is significantly related to government ownership, firm size and firm profitability. His results show also a negative relationship between dividend payouts and the leverage ratio. He notes that, in the GCC region, firms pay dividends to resolve agency problems and to preserve firms' reputation.
Despite the importance of the empirical results highlighted above, no studies have tested the impact of board governance and ownership structure on dividend policy in emerging countries during the most recent crisis period (2007) (2008) (2009) . The recent financial crisis has generated several controversies about its origins, especially in terms of these origins as ways to overcome the crisis.
Liberal economists have noted that this crisis reveals structural problems of the current economy, basically, the failure of corporate governance systems in both developing and developed countries.
These problems are particularly severe in developing countries, where a lack of disclosure of information and proper audit accentuates minority shareholders' exposure to abuse by controlling owners. Moreover, in turbulent periods, it is difficult for firms to raise external funds mainly in emerging countries, where financial markets are not sufficiently liquid and yield spreads are very high. Thus, we expect that during crisis periods, firms in emerging markets should pay lower dividends.
Focusing on the Asian financial crisis, Sawaski (2009) tests the role of dividends in protecting shareholders' interests and how are they related to other governance practices. He reports that the Asian financial crisis stimulated substantial improvements in governance practices in all countries.
His results show a significant positive relationship between quality of governance and dividend payouts during post-crisis periods in common law countries. The evidence that better-governed firms pay higher dividends implies that better governance reduces expropriation by insiders. This is perfectly feasible by acting on cash flow rights but not necessarily on control rights.
Based on this discussion, we claim that the special characteristics of ownership structure and corporate governance significantly affect dividend policy in emerging markets during periods of financial crisis.
Hypothesis development
This section develops our hypothesis on the impact of board governance and ownership structure on dividend policy. In particular, it focuses on how dividend policy in emerging markets is affected by financial crises.
Board Governance's impact on dividend policy in emerging countries
Corporate boards play an important role in monitoring and controlling management. The quality of the Board's performance has been extensively examined through three fundamental characteristics (Jensen, 1983) . First, the composition of the board, (i.e., the size of the board, the type of directors, and the existence of specialized committees) (Omneya et al., 2010; Schllenger et al., 1989) ; second, the board structure, which indicates the nature of management: monistic or dualistic (Gregory, 2000; Borokhovich et al., 2005; and Lipton and Larsh, 1992) ; and third, the intensity of the activity of the Board, which is generally measured by the frequency of its meetings (Conger et al., 1998; Schellenger, Wood and Tashakori, 1989; and Chen et al., 2011) .
Board size
Great attention has been assigned to the Board size as a factor influencing the quality of management control. The analysis of previous studies shows divergent results about the influence of board size on dividend policy. In fact, there are two opposite results in the literature about the effect of board size. The first supports the idea that larger boards allow managers to specialize.
Greater specialization can lead to more effective monitoring (Klein, 2002) ; for this reason, lower dividends are required for the monitoring role. In the same sense, the signal theory defends a large board size, which can be perceived as a good signal to the market; consequently, a high dividend payout is not required to reduce agency costs. The second defends that larger boards are less effective than the smaller boards owing to the quandaries of coordinating large groups (Jensen, 1993) . Recently, Bokpin (2011) Boards' firms in emerging countries are very small in size. Therefore, smaller-sized boards result in lower agency costs to monitor managers. These costs can be even higher in times of crisis because managers tend to enjoy periods of turbulence to expropriate internal resources. Accordingly, Shareholders may require higher dividend payouts. Drawing on the above discussion, we expect that Board size should be positively related to dividend payouts in periods of crisis. The impact should be more important for East Asian countries where capital firms are more dispersed. We posit the following hypothesis. 
The Board independence
Board independence is considered a crucial characteristic of board structure. According to Gregory (2000) , an independent director is an essential component of the internal control and the monitoring mechanism of the firm. An independent board director is intended to be a member of the audit, remuneration, and nomination committees. His role is important to ensure the integrity of financial statement disclosures and to guarantee appropriate internal controls in the company.
Independent directors have an important role in monitoring and disciplining management because of their experience. Rozeff (1982) suggests that when management control mechanisms are weak, shareholders use dividend policy to monitor the management. Furthermore, independent nonexecutive directors may act as a monitoring device for the firm's management and, therefore, create a need for higher dividend payouts. If independent directors are an effective monitoring device, then board independence and dividend policy should be substitutes in the monitoring of agency problems. Borokhovich et al. (2005) examine the relationship between board independence and dividend policy over the 1992-1999 period for U.S. companies. Their results show a significant and negative relationship between board independence and dividend policy. Board independence strengthens the control power of shareholders, which reduces the use of dividend payouts. This is not the case for the emerging countries, where board independence is generally very low. Based on the previous discussion, we present our testable hypothesis as follows:
Board independence is associated with lower dividend payments.
CEO Duality
Duality is indicative of the power structure of the corporate board and is a basic variable of its efficiency. Jensen (1993) suggests that when the same person is the CEO and chairman of the board, the board of the directors cannot perform its key function. In this case, the internal control system will be very weak, and the CEO will get more power to control the board of directors. The independence of the board of directors is impacted. It will be more possible for the CEO to pursue his own interests but not all shareholders' interests. Baliga et al. (1996) suggest that in case of the CEO and chairman duality, the board is less effective in control mechanisms. This result is in line with the arguments of the agency theory, which states that duality promotes CEO entrenchment by reducing board monitoring effectiveness. Chen et al. (2005) examine the relationship between financial fundamentals, corporate governance and the propensity to pay cash dividends for Chinese listed companies. They show that Board size and the composition of senior management have a significant and positive impact on the likelihood of paying dividends. Furthermore, they
show that the duality of CEOs' duty has a significant and negative impact on dividend payouts.
In emerging countries, firms generally show CEO duality, which implies a high portion of insiders. This specific nature of board composition should have a negative effect on board performance, leading to an increase agency costs. As such, to better monitor managers and to limit their expropriation of cash flow, shareholders require higher dividend payouts.
From the above arguments, the following hypothesis is formed:
There is a negative relationship between the CEO Duality and dividend policy.
Board activity
Regular meetings of the Board facilitate interaction between managers and directors and, therefore, enhance the vigilant monitoring function of the board. Indeed, increasing the frequency of meetings allows outside directors to have favored access to all information in the firm. Hence, regular meetings of the Board reduce agency cost and have a direct effect on the dividend policy (Lipton and Larsh, 1992) . According to Conger et al. (1998) , directors need sufficiently wellorganized periods of time to make effective decisions. Moreover, Laksmana (2008) supports the idea that a sufficient number of well-organized meetings could lead to board effectiveness. He shows that meeting frequency can be considered as a proxy for directors to perform their duties. The literature exposed above shows that the board has a supervisory and advisory role (expert opinion) to ensure that managers defend the interests of shareholders (Jensen and Meckling, 1976) . The frequency of board meetings measures the intensity and effectiveness of corporate monitoring and disciplining. This reduces the agency costs and limits the need for very high payouts. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:
There is a negative relationship between the number of board meetings and dividend payouts.
Ownership structure's impact on dividend policy in emerging countries
Ownership structure is a determinant factor of company policies. The importance of majority shareholders affects the decision-making power in their favor, such as dividends' decisions (Gugler, 2003; Kouki and Guizani, 2009 ). According to the agency theory, there are two basic compounds that enhance the efficiency of the ownership structure as an internal mechanism of corporate governance: the ownership concentration and the nature of the shareholders. In our research, we investigate the impact of these two elements on the firm's dividend policy.
Ownership concentration: The monitoring hypothesis vs. the rent extraction hypothesis
There are two competing views in the literature about the effect of ownership concentration on dividend payouts: the monitoring hypothesis and the rent extraction hypothesis.
The monitoring hypothesis states that the ownership concentration is associated with higher dividend payments. According to Shleifer and Vishny (1986) , ownership concentration allows dominant shareholders to expropriate minority investors. This allows us to solve the free-rider problem related to dispersed ownership, where no single shareholder has enough incentives to incur monitoring costs for the benefit of all shareholders. Active monitoring promoted by majority shareholders makes business decisions in line with the interests of shareholders, which reduces agency costs and provides a good signal to the market about the control quality of the firm. Mitton However, the rent extraction hypothesis recognizes that ownership concentration is associated with lower dividend payments. Most researchers who have tried to test this hypothesis were interested in the conflict between majority and minority shareholders. Shleifer and Vishny (1997) explain that large shareholders tend to gather benefits of control, which they do not have to share with minority shareholders. Johnson and al. (2000) describe many instances where controlling shareholders have expropriated minority shareholders of high-growth project opportunities. and Maury and Pajuste (2002) show that ownership concentration reduces firm value, which decreases dividend payouts. These findings are in line with Faccio et al. (2001) , who argue that the existence of a second large shareholder increases dividend payments. Gugler and Yurtoglu (2003) claim that the low dividend payout of majority-controlled firms in Germany is related to the probability that controlling shareholders extract private benefits at the expense of minority shareholders. They confirm that the rent extraction hypothesis also has implications for the levels of dividends paid. Interestingly, their results show that larger holdings of the largest owner reduce the dividend payout ratio, while larger holdings of the second largest shareholder increase it. Based on the previous discussion, we present our testable hypothesis as follows:
H 5 : Ownership concentration has a significant impact on dividend payments.
Institutional Investors
Institutional investors have a very influential role in corporate governance and are specifically concerned with reducing agency costs. Based on agency theory, several studies show that institutional investors significantly affect the dividend policy of their firms. Eckbo and Verma (1994) find that institutional investors would rather distribute free cash flow in the form of dividends over reinvesting them internally. Moreover, in their model, High dividend yield firms are associated with large institutional shareholders. Because this group of shareholders prefers high cash dividends, it is unlikely to participate in tax-induced trading over the ex-dividend day.
Based on signal theory, Short et al. (2002) suggest that the presence of institutional shareholders may mitigate the use of dividends as a signal of good performance. Building on this hypothesis, several papers suggest that large institutional investors help to resolve agency problems by monitoring management (Waud, 1966; Fama and Babiak, 1968; Zeckhauser and Pound, 1990; Zhang and Keasey, 2002) .
Contrarily, in emerging markets, institutional investors focus on governance as a way to enhance profitability markets, unlike in the developed countries, where institutional investors focus on governance as a way to avoid risk (Khanna and Zyla, 2010) . Thus, we can expect that as the importance of the proportion of institutional investors increases, the dividend payouts in emerging markets will increase because cash dividends reduce the expropriation of managers of internal resources and increase the profitability of institutional shareholders. Based on the above discussion, we posit the following hypothesis. Jensen (1986) suggests that managers would rather preserve earnings instead of distributing them to shareholders to ensure the growth of the company and to maximize their personal benefits. Jensen et al. (1992) confirm that managerial ownership has a negative impact on dividend payout policy and firm debt. Building on these findings, Eckbo and Verma, (1994) In the absence of other governance mechanisms, dividend policy is likely to have an important role in monitoring management and reducing agency costs. This is the case of emerging markets characterized by high managerial ownership and low dispersed capital. We expect that dividend policies in emerging markets will be significantly affected by the managerial ownership of the firm. With reference to this literature review, we formulate the following alternative hypothesis:
Managerial ownership
Managerial ownership is associated with lower dividend payments
Model specifications and variable definitions
Our empirical approach consists of a panel regression model to examine the relationship between board governance, ownership structure and dividend payouts. We first investigate the effect of board governance and ownership structure on dividend payout policy. Our common empirical model can therefore be stated as follows:
Where:
DP it is the dependent variable that defines the dividend policy of firm i. We use two dependent variables separately.
The dividend payout is measured by the dividend yield (D_Yield) and dividend decision D_Dec, which is a dummy variable that equals one if the firm decides to pay dividends and zero otherwise.
Own_S it denotes ownership structure variables. Four measures of ownership structure are used in this analysis.
Inst_Own is institutional ownership, and it is measured as the percentage of shares held by institutions. Mang_Own is Managerial ownership, and it is defined as the proportion of equity capital owned by managers and directors. Conc is Ownership concentration. Top5_Share is the sum of shares owned by the largest five shareholders.
Board_G it denotes board governance variables. Four measures of board governance are used in this analysis. These are board independence, board size, CEO duality, and intensity. Board_indep is board independence, and it is defined as the number of independent board members on the corporate board. Board_size is board size, and it is defined as the number of board members. Int is board intensity, and it is defined as the number of board meetings per year. Duality is a dummy that takes a value of one if the CEO is also the board chairman and zero otherwise. Table 1 provides the definitions of all the variables used in our analysis. 
Data collection, descriptive statistics and preliminary analyses
This section presents the data used in our study and describes summary statistics. We also present univariate and bivariate analysis to provide an overview of the characteristics of our sample.
Sample and data collection
Our sample consists of 362 listed firms and covers the 2003-2011 period; 187 of the selected firms come from four East Asian countries -Malaysia, Thailand, Taiwan, Indonesia -and 175 from four GCC countries -Bahrain, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Oman. For conformity with previous studies, financial institutions are excluded from our sample due to their specific financial characteristics (i.e., Banks, securities firms and insurance companies). We collected data from the Worldscope database and corporate governance statistics from firms' annual reports.
Though it began with more than 500 companies, the sample was later substantially reduced because we exclude the companies with missing performance or control variables. The final data set for the panel regressions consists of 362 listed companies.
In developing countries, small and medium-sized firms are highly concentrated; to ensure that this effect will have no impact on our results, we select firms with large sizes.
Descriptive Statistics and preliminary analysis
This section provides summary statistics and the correlation coefficients of the variables used in the analysis. and low-and high-profit firms (with a mean and standard deviation for ROE of 0.189 and 0.391, respectively). To test the fixed effect in our econometric specification, we run the Hausman test. The null hypothesis shows that the preferred model has random effects vs. alternative fixed effects. The results of the regression show that the p-value of the F statistic is equal to 0.003. As a result, the random estimation method is rejected. The P-value of Hausman statistics show that the fixed effects method should be used to estimate our specifications.
We suspect endogeneity problems in our estimates relating to causality between exogenous variables and the dependent variables (especially the debt variable). Therefore, traditional econometric methods (OLS and fixed effects generalized least squares) do not enable us to obtain efficient estimates of this model. To solve this problem, we use the generalized method of moments (GMM) to estimate our panel models.
Moreover, using this method (GMM) to estimate panel models has another advantage. It generates instruments from the explanatory variables, which is not the case for other traditional methods such as instrumental variables (2SLS and 3SLS), which require the selection of theoretical instrumental variables correlated and uncorrelated with the explanatory variables.
Empirical results
To test the fixed effect in our econometric specification, we run the Hausman test. The null hypothesis states that the entity-specific errors are not correlated with independent variables. The results of the regression show that the P-value of the F-statistic is equal to 0.000. As a result, the compilation data estimation method (common effect method) is rejected. Therefore, the
Hausman test is performed to select the appropriate method of estimation. The P-value of Hausman statistics also demonstrates that the fixed effects method is more appropriate for our model. Impact of ownership structure on dividend policy CEO duality is found to have a significantly positive effect on dividend policy and dividend payouts in both regions. This result disproves our initial hypothesis. This means that firms with CEOs and chairman positions held by the same person tend to pursue a high dividend payout policy. This result can be explained by the fact that combining the chairman and CEO positions in emerging markets cannot be considered as an effective tool to mitigate expropriation risk.
Therefore, to resolve free cash flow problems, shareholders require higher dividend payouts.
This argument corroborates findings by Baliga et al. (1996) , who argue that CEO duality is not an effective control mechanism in developed countries.
The table also shows a positive and significant relationship between board size and firms' dividend payouts in East Asian countries. Contrary to the findings of Omneya et al.(2010) , we suggest that larger board size is associated with high dividend payouts. The numerical increase of board size reduces agency costs for monitoring managers and can be perceived by the market as a positive signal that affects firms' dividend decisions. La Porta et al. (2000) suggest that large boards provide higher protection of shareholders' interests and increase dividend payouts.
Contrarily, the Board size has no significant effect on dividend decisions.
The board independence variable appears to have a significant and negative effect on dividend payouts and the dividend decision. This impact is more significant for firms in the GCC countries. This indicates that firms with a higher percentage of external board members may pursue low-dividend payout policies. Our estimation also shows a significant positive relationship between board intensity and dividend payouts. Thus, we can deduce that a very active board has the potential to help align the incentives of managers and shareholders through its impact on the payout policy.
Among control variables, Beta and total debt have a significant negative effect on dividend decisions and dividend payouts. Firm age is found to be positively significant for dividend decisions, especially for East Asian countries. This result corroborates previous studies (AlMalkawi, 2007 ) that suggest that mature firms do not have a great interest in future investment growth, which allows shareholders to require dividend payouts. Another possible explanation is that large firms have higher agency costs due to the dispersion of their ownership, which requires additional monitoring and control, and higher dividends provide this complementary governance role.
The tax rate has a negative and significant effect on dividend yield in East Asian countries but no significant impact on firms' dividend yield in GCC Countries. This shows that higher tax rates in East Asian countries reduce dividend policy and that Board members favor reinvesting incomes if equity returns are sufficiently competitive. ROE appears insignificant for GCC and East Asian countries, confirming the dividend irrelevance theory of Miller and Modigliani (1961) . The dividend irrelevance theory states that shareholders and stockholders remain constant in perfect market conditions and that any growth in the current payout is financed by literally priced stock sales 1 . The effect of CEO Duality on dividend policy CEO duality has attracted particular attention in the literature on dividend policy. However, Empirical work has not brought conclusive evidence regarding the effect of CEO duality on dividend payouts (Baliga et al., 1996 and Chen et al., 2011) . In this section, we study in greater depth the impact of CEO duality on policy. For this purpose, we split our sample into two groups. The first group includes firms with CEO duality, and the second includes firms without CEO duality. We therefore estimate the same model (1) separately for those two groups of firms.
To account for the region effect in our sample, we add a dummy variable (Region) that takes a value of 1 if the firm is a member of the GCCs and 0 if it is a member of East Asian countries.
The estimation results are reported in A comprehensive result that can be mentioned is that, in emerging countries, dividend policy in firms with and without CEO duality does not depend on the same set of factors. Particularly, differences occur between ownership concentration and Top5_Shar variables. Thus, we find that, for firms with CEO duality, the dividend policy is significantly and negatively related to
Top5_Shar and Concentration variables. This result may have a specific explanation for emerging countries. Large shareholders in the emerging markets seek to gather the earnings of their control that do not want to share with minority shareholders, so they can have a higher impact on firms' dividend decision for firms operating with CEO duality.
The impact of capital concentration on dividend yields appears similar in East Asian and GCC countries, but the impact is larger in size for GCC firms with CEO-chairman duality. The negative impact of capital concentration also appears more significant for GCC firms operating with CEO duality. The top 5 shareholders' coefficient is significantly positive only for the dividend yield of GCC firms with CEO duality. Its impact on East Asian firms is non-significant.
We also notice a significant negative relationship between board independence and dividend payouts for firms with CEO duality. This indicates that these firms with high percentage of external board members pursue a low dividend policy. Board independence plays an important role in the developing countries; we suggest that in firms with CEO Duality, independents have a stronger impact on dividend policy and prefer to reinvest earnings rather than paying dividends.
This confirms some of the Findings of Omneya et al. (2010) , who argue that the Board's independence must reach a certain threshold to be effectively decisive. The impact of board independence is more significant for the dividend yield of East Asian firms with CEO duality.
This variable has no significant impact for firms without CEO duality in both regions. The impact of board independence on dividend decisions is similar in size for firms in both regions. The intensity of the board confirms our basic hypothesis only for firms without CEO duality. In fact, this variable appears significantly positive only for firms without CEO duality. For these firms, the agency conflict may be more intense, and dividend policy is considered as a solution to reduce the cost of subsequent agency. In this case, shareholders require a higher dividend yield. The intensity of the board of directors has a significant impact on both kinds of firms in the East Asian region. Instead, only firms with CEO duality appear to be affected by the intensity of the board of directors.
The Beta coefficient shows different impacts on the dividend yields of firms in the East Asian and GCC regions. This coefficient significantly affects all firms in the East Asian countries, while it appears significant only for firms with CEO duality in the case of GCC countries.
Table 5 also shows that the Region coefficient significantly and positively affects dividend yields. This implies that firms in the GCC countries tend to offer higher payouts than firms in East Asia.
The impact of crisis on the relationship between board governance and dividend policy
In order to test the impact of board governance on dividend policy during the most recent crisis period, we run our basic model by adding a new variable -Crisis -to the regressions. This variable should capture the impact of the financial crisis and economic slowdown on firms' dividend policy. The variable Crisis takes the value of 1 for the 2007-2010 period and 0 otherwise. Furthermore, to control whether the impact of ownership structure and corporate governance on dividend policy changes during the crisis period, we interact ownership structure and corporate governance variables with the Crisis variable. The results are shown in Table 6 .
The results show that the impact of the crisis is more relevant for the dividend policies of firms in GCC countries. Table 6 shows that board size has significant and negative effects on firm dividend decisions in both regions when interacted with the crisis variable. The impact appears more significant in the GCC countries. The same variable appears negative but non-significant when it is not interacted with the crisis variable. This shows that board size is more relevant in the emerging markets during the financial crisis. This negative relationship can be explained by the fact that during the crisis, board members become more risk averse, which is a sign of better company governance.
These companies seek to protect their shareholders during periods of high uncertainty by reinvesting their earnings internally.
Regarding Dividend yields, the interacted coefficients of CEO Duality with crisis are negatively significant at the 10% and 1% levels for the East Asian and the GCC countries, respectively.
This implies that during crisis periods, firms with CEO duality pay lower cash dividends. This explanation can be interpreted to mean that during crisis periods, it is difficult for firms to raise external funds to support their growth; accordingly, CEOs prefer to reduce their dividend payouts. This implies that CEOs who are also chairmen of the board of directors can exercise more control over their firms and may be less likely to have their dividend policy decisions challenged by the board of directors.
Another interesting result is that the interacted coefficient of board intensity has a significantly negative effect on both firms' dividend payouts and dividend decisions in the GCC countries.
For the East Asian countries, the impact is significant only for dividend yield payouts. This finding implies that firms with active boards were less likely to pay out dividends during the recent financial crisis. The purpose of having more board meetings during the financial crisis was to establish policies that protect shareholders and sustain the financial stability of the firm. Contrary to previous results, managerial ownership has a significant negative effect on dividend payouts when interacted with the crisis variable for firms in both regions. This is consistent with several previous studies and confirms our basic hypothesis. Demsetz and Lehn (1985) suggest that managerial ownership is an important internal monitoring force that is particularly important in times of crisis when other governance mechanisms are not very functional. They defend that managerial ownership is an effective monitoring tool for resolving the agency conflicts between external stockholders and managers during crisis periods.
Contrary to GCC firms, institutionals have a significantly positive effect on dividend yields in the crisis period for firms in East Asian countries. This implies that during turbulent periods, institutionals require higher cash dividends in order to reduce the risk of expropriation and to increase shareholder profitability. This finding is in line with the arguments of Jensen (1986) supporting that dividend can be used by institutionals as a mechanism to reduce agency problems between shareholders and managers. The Concentration variable interacted with crisis appears insignificant and does not affect the dividend or the dividend yield decisions of firms in both regions.
The results for the control variables are in line with previous regressions. Again, firm age is positively and significantly related to the dividend decision measure. Beta and firm size are negative and highly significant. As before, the remaining control variables are statistically insignificant.
The effect of CEO Duality on dividend policy during the crisis:
To investigate in greater depth whether the crisis had an effect on the relationship between board governance and dividend policy, we again split our sample into two sub-samples: the first with CEO duality and the second without CEO duality.
The results are reported in The variable duality is not significant. The impact on GCC firms' dividend yields is not significant for either firm group.
The table also shows that the interacted board size variables significantly and negatively affect dividend payouts and dividend decisions only for firms without CEO Duality. The results show that companies with larger boards and without CEO duality may mitigate the use of dividends as a signal for good performance during crisis periods, as the large board size itself can act as a credible signal to the market. The impact of Board size during the crisis is confirmed for firms in both regions, but the impact on GCC firms appears more significant.
Conc and Top5 appear to significantly and positively affect the dividend policy of firms with CEO duality during financial crises. This implies that in order to reduce agency costs during crisis periods, highly concentrated firms with larger capital portions held by the Top 5 can help the CEO who is also the chairman to exercise discretionary power on the management by increasing dividend payouts. The impact on GCC firms appears more significant than that on firms in the East Asian region.
The table shows that the results for the control variables appear globally in line with the previous results, except for ROC, which appears significantly negative in the case of firms with CEO duality and non-significant for firms without CEO duality.
Panel A shows that capital concentration during crises significantly affects dividend yields of both groups of GCC firms, but the impact is more significant for firms with CEO duality.
Managerial ownership has a significant impact on dividend yield during crisis for East Asian firms functioning with CEO duality. In contrast, the impact of managerial ownership has no impact on GCC firms during the crisis.
Regarding GCC firms, the impact of Institutional ownership on dividend decisions appears significantly positive only for firms operating with CEO duality. Panel B also shows that Institutional ownership significantly affects both groups of East Asian firms.
Conclusion
This study investigates the impact of corporate governance and ownership structure on dividend payout policy for a sample of 362 firms from East Asian and the GCC countries from 2003 to
2011. An interesting contribution of our study is testing whether the impact of corporate governance and ownership structure changes during crisis periods. Our results provide strong evidence of the significant role of corporate ownership structure and board characteristics in explaining the behavior of dividend policy mainly during crisis periods. We show that firms with a higher proportion of institutional shareholders pursue higher dividend payout ratios.
Focusing on the role of CEO duality when studying dividend policy, we show that in emerging countries, dividend policy in firms with CEO duality and firms without CEO duality do not depend on the same set of factors. Particularly, the ownership concentration and board independence variables appear to differently affect firms with CEO duality and without CEO duality.
Finally, the originality and the relevance of our research are found in the analysis of the most recent financial crisis. This study is of particular interest for business managers in their choice of strategies to be adopted in respect for dividend policy during crisis periods. The results show that during the most recent financial crisis, dividend decisions are inversely related to CEO Duality, Board Size and the frequency of board meetings.
